






























































































































DW 18-189 
Pennichuck Water Works, Inc., Pennichuck East Utilities, Inc., Pittsfield Aqueduct 

Company, Inc. 
2018 CIAC Tariff Amendments 

Responses to Staff Data Requests-Set 1 

Date Request Received: 2/14/19 
Request No. Staff 1-13 

Date of Response: 2/25/19 
Witness: Larry Goodhue 

REQUEST: 

Re: Pre-filed Testimony of Larry D. Goodhue, Page 2, Line 20-23: 
Please further explain if there are any instances where all existing ratepayers may benefit from 
the Companies receipt of CIAC in the expansion of service and/or additions of customers. 

RESPONSE: 

Generally, no. When there are projects that benefit existing ratepayers and developers, the 
Companies enter into cost sharing agreements that relate to those shared benefits. An example 
of that is the current open docket related to the building of the water tank in the Woodmont 
Commons project (docket DW 18-101; for the special contract). In this case, PEU's existing 
ratepayers benefit from the extra capacity to meet fire flow needs and the ability to source lower 
purchase water costs. In order to accommodate the additional growth created by the Developer, 
however, the new tank must be significantly larger than is needed for existing ratepayers. Thus, 
the cost-sharing arrangement eliminates the issue of a developer being forced to pay taxes on an 
asset that benefits ratepayers as a whole. 

As to the addition of customers, in the rate structure of the Companies, there is no revenue or 
profitability benefit related to the additional customers, in light of the taxation on CIAC. As a 
rule, the incremental revenue generated does not cover the incremental State and Local property 
taxes, as well as the ongoing operational costs to serve those additional customers. 



DW 18-189 
Pennichuck Water Works, Inc., Pennichuck East Utilities, Inc., Pittsfield Aqueduct 

Company, Inc. 
2018 CIAC Tariff Amendments 

Responses to Staff Data Requests- Set 1 

Date Request Received: 2/14/19 
Request No. Staff 1-14 

REQUEST: 

Re: Pre-filed Testimony of Larry D. Goodhue, Page 8, Line 8: 

Date of Response: 2/25/19 
Witness: Larry Goodhue 

Please explain further the "large value" of CIAC that is anticipated to be placed in service in 
2019. 

RESPONSE: 

Pennichuck East Utility will have a further expansion of its water system in Litchfield, NH, 
related to the ongoing mitigation efforts for PFOA contamination as it relates to the Saint-Gobain 
plant in Merrimack. This project is to be completed no later than November 2019, per the 
Consent Decree, which was entered into between Saint-Gobain ("S-G") and the NHDES. As 
such, the project must be started by the summer of 2019, in order to meet that binding deadline. 
And, the Company must enter into contractual agreements with S-G in the next few weeks in 
order to be able to schedule, bid and engage this project for the expansion of public water to 
additional homes in that community. S-G provides the funds for these projects, and escrows the 
monies to be drawdown, as the Company acts as the Construction Management firm in the 
installation of the new mains and service connections. This project is estimated to include 
approximately $1.3-1.5 million of CIAC, in addition to the funds being provided by S-G which 
will be owned by the residents (for their service lines) and the State or Town (for the paving and 
reconstruction of roads where mains are to be installed). 

Additionally, S-G will be funding the remaining costs of the buildout of the Pennichuck Water 
Works system in Bedford, also related to this PFOA contamination event and Consent Decree. 
The total value of the CIAC portion of that project to be completed and used and useful in 2019 
is estimated to be approximately $400,000-$500,000. The balance of the total project CIAC for 
this buildout was already incurred and used and useful as taxable CIAC in 2018. And, as this 
contract was entered into after TCJA went into effect, and the impact of the new CIAC taxation 
was known, the contract costs for this project were not inclusive of the CIAC taxation "gross up" 
for which the Company could not have assessed, absent this requested tariff change. 


